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This study investigated the relationship between students’ perceptual learning style 
preferences, language learning strategies and English language vocabulary size. It is very 
important for teachers to be aware of students’ preferences in learning to help them be 
more successful and to avoid conflicts when there is a mismatch between learning and 
teaching styles. Language learning strategies are special techniques, which learners 
employ to learn a target language faster. Vocabulary is essential in learning a foreign or 
second language. Therefore, it is very important to know whether students with different 
learning style preferences use different language learning strategies in learning, and if 
yes, what they were. The study was based on the assumption that there might be a 
relationship between students’ preferences in perceptual learning styles and the strategies 
they used and their vocabulary knowledge.
Second year students from English and American Literature Departments, Bilkent 
University, Turkey, and from Foreign Philology Department, Ferghana State University 
participated in the study. They completed a background questionnaire. Perceptual
Learning Style Preference Questionnaire, Strategy Inventory for Language Learning and 
the Revised I.S.P. Nation’s 2000 Word Level and University Word Level Tests.
The data were analyzed by using frequencies, means, chi-square and Pearson Product 
Moment correlation. The results showed that kinesthetic learners constituted the most 
numerous group among the learners whereas group learning style was the least preferred. 
Negative correlation was found between visual and individual learning style preferences 
and the results of the vocabulary tests. Affective strategy and the scores of the 
vocabulary tests correlated negatively too. The most preferred strategies among all 
perceptual learning style groups were compensation, metacognitive and cognitive 
strategies. Memory strategy was reported to be the least preferred. Finally, it was found 
that kinesthetic learners made up the majority of good vocabulary learners whereas visual 
learners constituted the majority of poor vocabulary learners. Group learners were the 
minority of both groups.
Memory strategy turned out to be the least preferred among all the groups. This result 
can be interpreted to mean that teachers don’t pay much attention to teaching students 
how to use this kind of strategies (e.g. creating linkages, using imagery or keyword 
method), though they are considered helpful for vocabulary learning.
The results of the study may allow to draw some pedagogical implications. Individual 
learning style preference was negatively correlated with the vocabulary tests’ scores. It 
might suggest that instead of working individually, working in groups should be more 
encouraged. Working in cooperation with peers a student has a chance to hear, see and 
produce vocabulary.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
Background of the Study
Throughout the history of teaching foreign/second languages, teachers and 
researchers have tried to find out how to help poor students do better and to 
discover the factors that help successful students be good at learning. Learning a 
foreign language without learning vocabulary, which is an essential part of a 
language, is impossible. This study attempts to see whether foreign language 
vocabulary size relates to students’ learning styles, which strategies they use in 
language learning, whether a particular learning style group favours certain 
strategies or not, and, if it does, what those strategies are.
It is common knowledge that teachers were mostly in charge of students’ 
learning in the classroom. Teachers were using a wide range of different 
methods and techniques to help learners acquire a second or a foreign language. 
But only in the early 70s did some theories which connected success in language 
with learners’ approaches to language learning appear (McDonough, 1999; 
O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Reid, 1987; Schmitt, 1997; Wen & Johnson, 1997; 
Wenden, 1987).
Educational psychology states that there should be a distinction made 
between education and learning. Williams and Burden (1997) say that 
sometimes the things which are taught in a classroom have no value for students 
and thus they don’t pay much attention to them. On the other hand, if learners 
have a personal interest, if they are aware of the educational significance, real 
learning occurs. This personal interest makes students go beyond classroom 
walls in search of knowledge and practice. That’s why I would like to discuss
some theories of cognitive psychology as far as learners’ awareness of a learning 
process, in other words, cognition is concerned.
Cognitive psychology deals with the ways the human mind thinks and learns 
(Williams & Burden, 1997). That’s why it has great value for teaching and 
language teaching in particular. There are some dimensions which different 
theories of cognitive psychology focus on. Attention, perception and memory 
occupy the central position in information processing theory in cognitive 
psychology. Constructivism brings the learner into focus and claims that people 
build up their knowledge from birth.
Intelligence is another issue cognitive psychology focuses on. Intelligence 
emerged from a theory called eugenics, which stated that human intelligence is 
an inborn human capacity, which enables some people to learn better and faster 
and can be improved with the help of genetic engineering (Williams & Burden, 
1997). Psychometricians sought the ways to measure human intelligence and 
claimed that some races are more intelligent than the others. Williams and 
Burden (1997) state that psychometricians are also concerned with such notion as 
aptitude and the ways to measure it in order to predict where problems in 
learning may appear and at what speed a student can learn. Indeed, as some 
students perform certain tasks more easily than their peers do, it is natural to 
consider aptitude a constituent part of a learning process (Williams & Burden, 
1997). However, there are two things which indicate how people learn: the ways 
they perceive and the ways they process the information (Fardouly, 1998). One 
of the factors why learners choose one or another particular way is their learning 
style (Richards & Lockhart, 1996).
Among the most recent works on human intelligence is that of Howard 
Gardner, who believes that each person possesses eight intelligences; 
logical/mathematical, musical, verbal/linguistic, bodily/kinesthetic, intrapersonal, 
interpersonal, spatial and naturalist. They are described in detail in his book 
Frames o f Mind (1987). Gardner considers intelligence somewhat similar to 
aptitude and says that every person has all those eight intelligences, but in each 
individual some of them are more developed than others due to social or 
environmental factors. His theory is related in some respects to sensory learning 
styles, which I will be talking about in my study. For example, a student with 
highly developed spatial intelligence may also have visual learning style 
preference because students with this kind of intelligence are sensitive to form, 
space, colour and shape and like using charts, videos and pictures in learning 
(Christison, 1998). Or a person with more developed interpersonal intelligence 
prefer working with others like a student with a group learning style preference.
All teachers in their practice observe a situation when some students carry out 
definite tasks more successfully than the others (Wenden & Rubin, 1987;
Williams & Burden, 1997). Students can be successful due to certain cognitive 
and metacognitive behaviours they undertake in learning (Rubin, 1987). Indeed, 
“learning is an active process of translating new knowledge, insights and skills 
into behaviour” (Davis, Nur & Ruru, 1994, p. 12). Moreover, Williams and 
Burden (1997), emphasising the importance of students’ cognition, say that 
cognitive psychology holds the opinion that students participate actively in 
making sense of the tasks and problems they encounter while learning. However, 
it is obvious that “students learn in many ways — by seeing or hearing; reflecting
and acting; reasoning logically and intuitively; memorising and visualising” 
(Felder & Henriques, 1995, p.21).
Learning Styles and Language Learning Strategies
The notions of learning styles and learning strategies have become very 
popular nowadays because the teachers have realised the importance of a learner’s 
personality in a classroom (McDonough, 1999; Wen «& Johnson, 1997; Wenden, 
1987). An individual acquires, retains and retrieves information in characteristic 
ways, which are termed as the individual’s “learning style” (Felder & Henriques 
1995, p. 21).
It’s natural that teachers want to see good learners in their classrooms. 
However, success in learning a second/foreign language may depend on many 
factors such as cultural differences, educational background, age, gender, 
students’ learning styles, the strategies they use in different learning situations, 
students’ and teachers’ beliefs about language learning (Park, 1997; Green & 
Oxford, 1995; Oxford & Anderson, 1995; Vann & Abraham, 1990). Students’ 
and teachers’ awareness of these notions will help them not only enrich their 
potential as learners and adjust and manage the ways they learn according to their 
particular characteristics, but also help them develop interpersonal skills which 
might be necessary in their professional careers (Ely & Pease-Alvarez, 1996;
Reid, 1999).
According to the literature concerning learning styles and learning strategies, 
there are relationships between these two constituents, but in combinations with 
other variables, such as gender, age, ethnicity, previous learning experience and 
so on. For example, Oxford and Green (1996) say that studies done with the help
of the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) have shown a link 
between individual students’ language learning styles and their choices of 
language learning strategies. They also report that Ehrman & Oxford (1989) 
discovered significant relationships between strategy use and learning styles as 
reflected by Myers-Briggs personality types. People of certain ethnic 
backgrounds tend to have different learning style preferences, for example, 
working in cooperation versus working independently (Reid, 1987). Bailey,
Daley and Onwuegbuzie (1999) tried to see in their study whether there is a link 
between learning styles and foreign language anxiety. They stated that their study 
emerged due to the assumption that as all students have particular learning style 
preferences, their anxiety may increase because of the mismatch between the 
learning task and their particular learning style. For instance, a student with a 
visual learning style preference might feel uneasy performing a listening 
comprehension exercise. However, they couldn’t identify any significant 
correlations between foreign language anxiety and learning styles.
It is difficult to foresee which strategies any learner will prefer because the 
choice of strategies may be determined by one of the variables of a study. 
Nevertheless, O’Malley and Chamot (1990) state that two categories, 
metacognitive and cognitive, are often used together and support each other. The 
results of the research study done by Oxford, Park-Oh, Ito and Sumrall (1993) 
confirmed this statement. They investigated the relationships between different 
variables including learning styles, gender, motivation, language learning 
strategies, previous language learning experience and Japanese language 
achievement and discovered that the two most popular learning strategies were
metacognitive and cognitive. Grainger (1997), on the other hand, investigating 
the relationship between ethnicity and language learning strategy preferences, 
found that metacognitive and memory strategies were the top two preferred by the 
students. In Ozseven’s study (1993), with Turkish EFL learners, she reported that 
cognitive and compensation strategies “directly affected” students’ oral 
performance whereas neither metacognitive nor affective nor social strategies 
played any great role in students’ success in oral performance.
As for the relationship between learning styles, language and/or vocabulary 
knowledge is concerned, there is much less work done in that area.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study is to find out whether there is a relationship between 
students’ learning styles, language learning strategies and English language 
vocabulary size. So far, little research has been done to explore the relationships 
among these three variables in one study. It would be interesting to know if there 
are any strategies each type of learning style group favours the most and the least 
and whether there is a difference in strategy use between good and poor 
vocabulary learners. Many studies have been reported on different dimensions of 
the relationships between either learning styles and learning strategies and L2 
proficiency, motivation, gender, cultural differences, ethnicity, and so on. A few 
of these studies have been done in Turkey, but none in Uzbekistan. Little is 
known if there is any difference in learning style preference and learning strategy 
choice among the students of these two settings, which in many respects are 
different from other countries.
Some research studies investigating learning styles or/and language learning 
strategies have been done in Turkey as well. For instance, Sezer (1992) 
investigated language learning strategies among bilingual (in French or German) 
and monolingual beginning level Turkish EFL students. The relationship 
between learning strategies and oral performance was examined in the study done 
by Ozseven (1993). Kaya (1995) not only looked at the relationship between 
academic success and language learning strategy choice, but also factors that 
might influence the choice. The relationship between reading strategies and 
cognitive learning styles was the topic of the thesis conducted by Manaeva 
(1995).
As the research literature has shown, learners differ in the ways they process 
and perceive information and one of the factors why they do it this particular way 
or another is their learning style (Richards & Lockhart, 1996).
Therefore, it can be hypothesized that students with different learning styles 
preferences differ in vocabulary knowledge and use different learning strategies 
to gain it. I expect visual and auditory learners as well as learners with individual 
learning style preference to do better on a vocabulary test. The reason for this 
assumption is that as a rule, classrooms are either visually- or auditory-oriented 
because at the lesson students are more exposed to reading, writing, listening and 
speaking activities rather than hands-on activities. As usual, the tests that 
students have to take for midterms, final or entrance exams do not include tactile- 
or kinesthetic-oriented activities where they would have to actually work with 
materials, build models or role-play. Furthermore, those tests are aimed at visual 
and auditory learners mostly, providing a wide range of reading, vocabulary.
grammar and listening comprehension checks. Besides, the mass media, movies, 
computers, books, etc. usually promote visual learning rather than auditory or 
kinesthetic (Oxford, et al., 1993).
My second hypothesis anticipates that metacognitive strategies will be among 
the most preferred strategies, as will memory strategies, which are considered to 
be more helpful for enlarging vocabulary (Grainger, 1997; Park, 1997).
As learners differ in terms of their perceptual learning style preferences, my 
next assumption is that a particular learning style group may choose to use one or 
another language learning strategy as the most preferred in learning.
Research Questions
The study proposes to answer the following research questions:
1. Is there any relationship between students’ learning styles and English 
language vocabulary size?
2. Is there any relationship between language learning strategies and English 
language vocabulary size?
3. Which language learning strategies does each learning style group favour?
4. Is there any difference in learning style preferences among good and poor 
vocabulary learners?
CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
In this section, I am going to talk about the notion of learning styles, the 
systems of classification of learning styles, why it is important to know about 
them and their relationship with other factors. Language learning strategies are 
the second main focus of my study and that’s why I will present and discuss the 
definitions of learning strategies given by researchers and the studies done on 
them. I will also talk about the studies done on English language vocabulary size 
and try to trace the relationship among these three variables.
Definition
Much research has contributed to the general knowledge of learning styles, 
learning strategies and vocabulary acquisition. These studies have been done 
either discretely on one of these or in a combination with other constituents. For 
instance, Bailey, et al. (1999) did research which attempted to discover the 
relationships between students’ learning styles and foreign language anxiety. 
Oxford, et al. (1993) investigated the effects of motivation, learning styles, 
language learning strategies, gender, course level and previous language learning 
experience on Japanese language assessment in a satellite setting. Reid’s study 
(1987) focused on sensory (or perceptual) learning style preferences among 
multicultural groups of US students.
Researchers interested in the area of learning styles have different opinions 
about what they can call a learning style or what kinds of learning styles exist. 
However, a fairly comprehensive definition comes from Richards and Lockhart 
(1996), defining learning styles as “characteristic cognitive and psychological
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behaviours that serve as relatively stable indicators of how learners perceive, 
interact with and respond to the learning environment...and can, hence, be 
thought of as predispositions to particular ways of approaching learning and are 
intimately related to personality types” (p. 59).
Reid (1987) accepted Dunn and Dunn’s (1979) definition of perceptual (or 
sensory) learning styles, who stated that perceptual learning styles are students’ 
preferences in using one or more senses to understand, organize and remember 
learning experience. She also reports that students mostly have four main 
perceptual learning modalities: visual (learning via reading or seeing charts or 
pictures), auditory (listening to lectures or tapes), kinesthetic (total physical 
involvement into the learning process) and tactile (hands-on learning such as 
building models or doing experiments in a laboratory).
These definitions imply the importance of teachers’ awareness of students’ 
differences because classrooms are as a rule heterogeneous with students who 
have various educational, ethnic or social backgrounds, which affect their 
preferences in language learning. Therefore, it’s very important to know 
students’ preferences in different aspects of language learning in order to 
facilitate the learning process. As learners differ in personality traits, then the 
ways they read, understand and speak differ as well (Fardouly, 1998; Nunan, 
1991; Reid, 1987; Richards & Lockhart, 1996). Unfortunately, sometimes 
students’ natural (physiological) differences in learning are considered to be 
deficiencies if their learning style differs from an instructor’s way of teaching 
(Felder &, Henriques, 1997).
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Types of Learning Styles
As Oxford and Anderson (1995) report, learning styles haye six interrelated 
aspects. As one can see in the Table 1, they are cognitiye, executiye, affectiye, 
social, physiological and behayiouristic.
Table 1
The Aspects of Learning Styles
Cognitiye aspect 
Executiye aspect
Aflfectiye aspect
Social aspect
Physiological aspect 
Behayiouristic aspect
Includes preferred patterns of mental functioning
Includes the ways learners manage order and
organize their own learning processes
Includes beliefs, attitudes and yalues that influence
learners’ focus in learning situations
Includes learners’ preferences to learn either in groups
or indiyidually
Includes learners’ perceptual preferences 
Includes the extent to which learners look for the 
situations, which suit their learning preferences
On the other hand, there exist other models of classification of learning style 
types: The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), Kolb’s Learning Style Model, 
Hermann Brain Dominance Instrument and, lastly, Felder-Silyerman Learning Style 
Model (Felder, 1996).
The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) is based on Carl Jung’s theory of 
psychological types and it diyides students into introyerts-extrayerts, sensors- 
intuitors, thinkers-feelers, and judgers-perceiyers. The MBTI was giyen to 1.5
12
million people in 1986 and the results showed that among them 70% were extraverts 
and 30% were introverts, sensors constituted 70% and the rest 30% were intuitors 
(Jung, 2000). As for thinkers and feelers, 70% of women were reported to be feelers 
while 70% of men were thinkers. These types can interweave to form one of 16 
learning style preferences. For example, one student can be ESTJ (extravert, sensor, 
thinker and judger) and another one may be ISFP (introvert, sensor, feeler, and 
perceiver). Jung (2000) considered these preferences to be genetic and therefore 
hard to change.
Introverts tend to be concentrated on their inner world, ideas and feelings. They 
are usually quiet, imaginative and seek harmony with inner world (Felder, 1996; 
Jung, 2000). They tend to connect all chunks of the information together to see the 
whole picture in learning (Brightman, 2000). Extroverts prefer interaction with 
people and, therefore, they are sociable, outgoing and interested in people and seek 
harmony with the external world (Felder, 1996; Jung, 2000). They learn by 
explaining the others (Brightman, 2000).
Sensing learners are practical, detail-oriented, prefer facts and rules and intuitive 
learners, as the name implies, rely on their intuition and focus on meanings and 
possibilities and go beyond the facts (Brightman, 2000; Felder, 1996; Jung, 2000).
Thinkers rely on logic and analysis whereas feelers rely on human values while 
making decisions (Felder, 1996). Learners who base their judgements on analysis, 
logic and principle are considered to possess a thinking learning style. They like 
clear, precise and action-oriented objectives in learning. On the other hand, feeling 
students value harmony and make their judgements basing them on human values.
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They like working in small groups because they are as a rule good at persuasion 
(Brightman, 2000).
People who like deadlines and plan their work, focus on completing the task and 
take the actions quickly are judgers. They only want to know the basics of the things 
without going further. At the same time, people who are curious, spontaneous and 
tend to postpone assignments to seek more data or relevant information are called 
perceptive (Felder, 1996; Jung, 2000).
Kolb’s Learning Style Model reveals students’ preferences in each of the two 
modes: first, in the way they take in information (abstract or concrete) and second, in 
the way they internalize information (active or reflective). The four following types 
have been distinguished. Concrete, reflective learners, who need to know how the 
material relates to their experience, their interests and future careers. Abstract, 
reflective learners, who prefer getting information in organized and logical way and 
need time to reflect on given material. Abstract, active learners like to learn actively 
and have clear tasks. They seek opportunities to try things out; that’s why guided 
practice and feedback are needed for them to become effective learners. Concrete, 
active learners like discovering new things themselves and try to apply the material 
to solve real problems (Felder, 1996).
The Hermann Brain Dominance Instrument (HBDI) identifies students’ 
preferences for thinking in four brain zones. According to Felder (1996) they are;
• Quadrant A (left brain, cerebral). People who are Quadrant A 
dominant tend to be logical, analytical, critical and rely on facts;
• Quadrant B (left brain, limbic). Quadrant B dominant people are 
sequential, organized, planned and like details;
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• Quadrant C (right brain, limbic). These people who are emotional, 
sensory, interpersonal and kinesthetic. That is why they like 
teamwork and communication with other people.
• Quadrant D (right brain, cerebral). People who are visual, holistic 
(appreciate the whole picture rather than details), creative at problem 
solving and sensitive to innovations are considered to be Quadrant D 
dominant.
The Felder-Silverman Learning Style Model has some features of all the previous 
instruments and classifies the learners as sensing or intuitive, visual or verbal, 
inductive or deductive, active or reflective, sequential or global.
In this model, Felder (1996) classifies learners into the following types:
Sensing (concrete, practical, fact-oriented) or intuitive (innovative, theory- 
oriented); Visual (prefer learning visually with the help of pictures, diagrams or 
flowcharts) or verbal (prefer written or spoken presentation of material); Inductive 
(who like learning specific details first and then proceed to the general notions) or 
deductive (who prefer learning general concepts first and then proceed to the 
specific); Active (learn best by trying things out and working with others) or 
reflective (learn via thinking things through and like working independently); 
Sequential (like to learn gradually, step by step) or global (need to have a general 
picture; they prefer learning in large steps)
There is another learning style model. The Dunn and Dunn model, in which 
learning styles are presented as students’ reactions to five main stimuli (Whitefield, 
1995). They are: environmental, emotional, sociological, physical and 
psychological.
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The reactions to environmental stimuli depend on students’ biological makeup 
(sight, hearing, temperature), which usually cannot be changed. Whereas 
students’ emotional preferences do change over the course of time through all 
kinds of experiences at home, outdoors or at school. Sociological preferences 
have to do with students’ preference for group or individual learning. Physical 
stimuli have to do with students’ learning through their senses and identify 
learners as visual, auditory, tactile and kinesthetic. And finally, students react to 
psychological stimuli according to the functioning processes in their brain 
(Whitefield, 1995).
Reid (1996) distinguished six significant learning style groups. She reports 
that the most widespread group is visual learners, who prefer seeing words (text 
visual) or pictures (picture visual) in books, on the chalkboard, on handouts.
Then comes the group of auditory learners, who prefer hearing words and oral 
explanations, reading information aloud, listening to lectures and audiotapes, and 
participating in class discussions. The group of tactile learners prefers hands-on 
experiences with materials -  building models, touching and working with 
materials and note-taking. Kinesthetic learners prefer whole body activities -  
being physically involved (e.g. in field trips, role-plays, and multiple sense 
stimuli, for example, an audiotape combined with role-play activity). Learners 
can also be either group learners, who prefer to study and communicate with 
others to help themselves to learn, understand and remember information or 
individual learners, who prefer to work alone to help themselves learn, 
understand and remember information. These learning styles are referred to as
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perceptual or sensory learning styles and are considered to be quite stable in 
comparison with the other dimensions of learning styles (Manaeva, 1993). 
Research Studies on Learning Styles
Learning styles and their relationship with foreign language anxiety, reading 
proficiency, culture and ethnicity, language learning strategies have been widely 
investigated during the last decade (Bailey, et al., 1999; Manaeva, 1993; Oxford 
& Anderson, 1995; Oxford & Green, 1996; Oxford, et al., 1993). Kang (1999) 
says that “ESL/EFL learners vary not only in terms of their purposes for learning 
English but also in terms of individual differences in learning due to their 
educational, ethnic, and cultural diversities” (p. 9). As for the latter categories, 
the numbers given in the research showed that, for example, 54% of Chinese 
learners liked when the teacher explained everything to them while 77% of 
Arabic learners liked to practise the sounds and pronunciation (Richards & 
Lockhart, 1996). Rossi-Le (1995) discovered that “visual learning is preferred 
by older students and by students with higher language proficiency. The more 
the language learner has exposure to the written word, the more he/she feels 
comfortable learning visually” (cited in Oxford & Anderson, 1995, p. 209).
Oxford and Anderson (1995) give a report on the studies done in the field of 
all six dimensions of students’ learning styles mentioned above (see Table 1) and 
cultural differences which help shape those learning styles. Ethnic and cultural 
differences and such learning styles as global and analytic, field dependent and 
field independent, feeling/thinking, impulsive and reflective, intuitive-random 
and concrete-sequential, closure-oriented and open, extroverted/introverted, 
visual, auditory and hands-on were analyzed.
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Kinsella (1995) pointed out that analytic (also called left-hemisphere) 
learners were highly verbal, linear and logical whereas global (also called right- 
hemisphere) learners were highly visual, spatial, integrative, intuitive and 
contextual (cited in Oxford & Anderson, 1995). Oxford and Anderson (1995) 
also provided the results of the research studies claiming that Hispanics usually 
have a global learning style, which often influences their choice of strategies for 
learning, such as predicting, guessing from the context, avoiding details, 
cooperative learning and relying on personal experience. Native Americans, as 
well as African American students, also tend to have global style unlike Anglo 
Americans, who were reported to have analytic styles and use more analytic 
strategies, such as achieving accuracy, attention to details, reliance on logic.
Oxford and Anderson (1995) define a feeling-oriented student as a person 
who is sensitive to feelings of the others, the emotional climate, personal and 
interpersonal principles. Unlike them, thinking-oriented learners don’t need an 
approval of a teacher in a classroom. Oxford and Anderson (1995) claim that 
Hispanic students are mostly feeling-oriented. Therefore, they rely more on 
personal relationships and express their feelings more openly.
Also, ethnic background makeup plays a role in students’ approach to 
learning. Research results provided by Oxford and Anderson (1995) revealed 
that Japanese, African American, Native American and Anglo American students 
are mostly thinking-oriented students and make judgements based on logic rather 
than emotions.
Impulsive students (also called fast inaccurate) are quick in making decisions 
and judgements and tend to be more inaccurate in both productive and reflective
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skills (Hispanic students) as Oxford and Anderson (1995) report. As for 
reflective students (also called slow accurate), they prefer systematic learning and 
usually are very accurate in performance (Native Americans and Japanese 
learners). They also inform that a student with a global learning style, for 
example, needs to see the whole picture while a student with analytic style 
prefers examining things in a detailed way. Analytic learners study to achieve 
accuracy while global learners like studying through communication.
As for the physiological aspect (i.e., visual, auditory and hands-on learners) 
the research is primarily based on the study done by Reid (1987) and it shows 
that Korean, Arabic and Chinese students are strongly visual and auditory. 
Japanese students are the least auditory while Thai, Malay and Spanish students 
are just a little less auditory than Arabic or Chinese ones. Besides, she also 
discovered that Arabic, Chinese, Korean, Spanish and Thai students are more 
tactile than native speakers of English are. However, all the students in her study 
preferred kinesthetic learning. Oxford and Anderson (1995) conclude,
“particular strategies are often chosen because they are compatible with a 
student’s culturally-influenced learning style”(p. 203). However, knowledge 
about similarities in learning styles and socio-cultural background shouldn’t give 
way to branding or labelling students of certain ethnicities (Williams & Burden, 
1997; Reid, 1999). Teachers should distinguish “typical” behaviour and 
preferences and avoid “stereotyping” students according to the assumptions about 
their cultural group as there as many differences as well as similarities within 
every group (Reid, 1999, pp. 302).
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Felder and Henriques (1995) tried to define which aspects of learning styles are 
particularly significant in ESL/EFL classroom and which of them are more or less 
favoured by most language instructors and tried to give some tips to the teachers on 
how to overcome the mismatches between learning and teaching styles.
A study done by Bailey, et al. (1999) focused on investigating whether learning 
style is a factor that influences students’ foreign language anxiety. They assumed 
that there must be a potential link because visual learners might feel anxious working 
with audiomaterials and tactile/kinesthetic learners might feel uneasy in a classroom 
where hands-on learning wasn’t encouraged. 146 university students were the 
participants in this study. The results showed that out of 20 learning modality 
variables, only responsibility and peer-orientation (whether a student was 
cooperative or not) had a direct influence on foreign language anxiety. Auditory, 
visual, tactile and kinesthetic modalities correlated negatively, which shows that 
learning styles do not directly cause foreign language anxiety.
Reid (1999) concluded that every person has a particular learning style. 
Furthermore, she states that though learning styles are usually given in certain groups 
(field-dependent/independent, reflective/analytic, etc.) they exist on wide continuums 
and often overlap. Therefore, in most cases, the preferred style of learning is not 
either/or but rather a combination of two or more preferences. Third, she underlines 
that no particular learning style should be considered to be better than another, 
though, unfortunately, due to some shortcomings of educational systems, some of 
them are more favoured in practice than others. Last, often the choice of strategies 
students use are caused by their learning styles.
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It’s very important for teachers to be aware of their students’ learning styles 
because it will help both teachers and students approach learning the same way 
(Felder &, Henriques, 1995; Oxford & Anderson, 1995; Richards & Lockhart, 1996). 
Besides, knowledge about learning styles will allow teachers to assist students in 
learning more effectively, accept students as unique personalities and, at the same 
time, it will help teachers see what learners have in common (Williams & Burden, 
1997).
Language Learning Strategies
Another aspect related to language learning is language learning strategies. 
“Language learning strategies are specific actions or techniques that students use, 
often intentionally, to improve their progress in developing L2 skills. Strategies 
encompass a wide range of behaviours that can help the development of language 
competence in many ways” (Green & Oxford, 1995, p. 262). While there is no 
single universally accepted definition for learning strategies and researchers have 
labelled them either tricks, or special behaviours, special thoughts, techniques or 
steps, researchers have certain common points in their definitions. Learning 
strategies have been defined as “the special thoughts or behaviours that individuals 
use to help them comprehend, learn or retain new information” (O’Malley & 
Chamot, 1990, p. 1). Similarly, MacIntyre (1994) says language learning strategies 
are “the techniques and tricks that learners use to make the language easier to 
master” (p. 185). Oxford (1990, p. 8) talks about main features of language learning 
strategies. These features are summarized in Table 2.
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Table 2.
Features of Language Learning Strategies
Language Learning Strategies:
1. Contribute to communicative competence.
2. Allow learners to become more self-directed.
3. Expand the role of teachers.
4. Are problem-oriented.
5. Are specific actions taken by the learner.
6. Involve many aspects, not just the cognitive.
7. Support learning both directly and indirectly.
8. Are not always observable.
9. Are often conscious.
10. Can be taught.
11. Are flexible.
12. Are influenced by a variety of factors.
Source: Oxford (1990, p. 9)
According to Oxford, learning strategies contribute to the development of 
communicative competence. For example, a compensation strategy, such as use of 
synonyms helps by providing a meaningful conversation, an affective strategy helps 
promoting self-confidence and lowers anxiety, a social strategy helps by promoting 
conversational skills and therefore learners’ communicative confidence (Oxford, 
1990). Language learning strategies help students become more self-directed and 
select appropriate strategies for a task themselves rather then being spoon-fed by 
teachers. Oxford (1990) believes that with the help of knowledge about language 
learning strategies, teachers will lead students to the autonomy in learning because
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they can show they how and for what purpose one or another strategy can be used. 
Those strategies are problem-oriented because learners use them to solve specific 
problems (e.g. compensation strategy is used to understand a person or reading 
material better) and sometimes students may combine them to solve the problem. 
However, they cannot always be seen (for example, affective or metacognitive 
strategies) because some of them require direct use of the language like memory or 
compensation strategies. Oxford (1990) also states that such factors as age, gender, 
ethnicity, learning style, motivation, the period of learning a target language affect 
students’ strategy choice.
Language learning strategies have been used for thousands of years but they were 
formally named just recently as teachers as well as learners realized the importance 
of language learning strategies for better language proficiency (Oxford, 1990). “The 
current interest in learning strategies highlights ways in which teachers and learners 
can be collaboratively engaged in developing effective approaches” (Wenden & 
Rubin, 1987). According to Oxford (1990) “Learning strategies are specific actions 
taken by the learner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self- 
directed and more transferrable to new situations” (p. 8). Another definition 
emphasizes the procedural side of these strategies: “Learning strategies are specific 
procedures learners use with individual learning tasks” (Richards & Lockhart, 1996). 
Types of Language Learning Strategies
But lack of an appropriate universal definition accounting for what a learning 
strategy is not the only problem. There is no one universal system of classification 
of learning strategies. Oxford (1994) reports that there are systems of classification, 
which account for different dimensions;
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1. strategies related to successful learners (Rubin, 1975);
2. strategies related to psychological functions (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990);
3. linguistically based strategies, which deal with guessing, monitoring, 
formal and functional practice (Bialystok, 1981);
4. strategies, related to separate skills (Cohen, 1990);
5. strategies, which depend on different styles or types of learners (Sutter, 
1989).
O’Malley and Chamot (1990) distinguished three categories of strategies: 
metacognitive, which involve thinking about and managing the learning process 
through planning, monitoring and self-evaluation. Cognitive strategies involve direct 
use of the target language and social/affective, which involve learning through peer 
interaction (e.g., cooperative learning).
Oxford (1990) developed another system of classification of learning strategies 
similar to the ones mentioned above. She divided learning strategies into direct and 
indirect, each having three subcategories. Direct strategies require direct use of the 
target language and mental processing of the language but differently and for 
different purposes. Indirect strategies do not require direct use of target language.
In her opinion, the three types of direct learning strategies are memory strategies 
(grouping or using imagery), cognitive strategies (summarising, repetition, 
integrating new knowledge and previously learned material) and compensation 
strategies (guessing or use of synonyms). Indirect strategies are divided into 
metacognitive strategies (planning, evaluating, monitoring one’s own learning), 
affective strategies and social strategies (asking peers or a teacher questions).
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Oxford (1990) states that memory strategies help to store and retrieve information, 
cognitive strategies serve to enable learners to understand and produce new language, 
compensation strategies allow learners to communicate despite deficiency in their 
language knowledge, metacognitive allow learners to control their own learning 
through organizing, planning and evaluating and affective help learners to take over 
their emotions, attitudes, motivations and values and social serve to help learners 
interact with people.
O’Malley and Chamot (1990) state that according to the research in metacognitive 
and cognitive strategies, transfer of strategy training to new tasks can be increased if 
appropriate cognitive strategies are matched with appropriate metacognitive 
strategies. Other studies confirm this point of view as well (Oxford, et al., 1993; 
Rubin, 1987).
However, as the study of the strategies of unsuccessful language learners on a 
variety of different kinds of tasks conducted by Vann and Abraham (1990) showed, 
their participants’ problem was in finding an appropriate strategy for the task. 
Effective L2 learners are aware of the strategies they use and why they use them. 
Oxford (1990) confirms that appropriate strategy use improves students’ 
achievement and raises their self-confidence. Less successful students can also 
identify their strategies; however they do not know how to select the appropriate 
strategies or how to link them together into a useful “strategy chain” (Vann & 
Abraham, 1990; Green & Oxford, 1995).
Park (1997) investigated the relationship between language learning strategies and 
L2 proficiency among 332 intermediate to advanced level students (TOEFL range: 
454) of two Korean universities. Using the Strategy Inventory for Language
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Learning (SILL, ESL/EFL Student Version), an Individual Background 
Questionnaire (IBQ) and the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL), he 
found that this relationship was linear and that all six categories of language learning 
strategies were significantly correlated with the students’ TOEFL scores, providing 
evidence that language learning strategies are related to L2 proficiency. Due to the 
fact that cognitive and social strategies were more predictive of the TOEFL scores 
than the other four categories, the integration of cognitive strategies such as 
practising, analyzing, reasoning and elaboration with interacting with others helps 
increase learning experiences through such social strategies as asking questions and 
working in groups and may be very important for L2 acquisition.
Based on the findings of the study mentioned above. Park (1997) believes that 
such learner characteristics as beliefs about language learning, learning style and 
purpose for language learning often define the choice of language learning strategies 
students are able to master. These Korean students used the six categories of 
language learning strategies. Among these six strategies they used metacognitive, 
compensation and memory strategies more frequently than cognitive, social and 
affective strategies. They used metacognitive strategies the most frequently and 
affective strategies the least frequently. One of the findings of this study was that the 
more students used language learning strategies the higher their TOEFL scores were.
Oxford, et al. (1993) attempted to see the effects of motivation, language learning 
styles and strategies, gender, course level and previous language learning experience 
in Japanese language achievement where Japanese was taught through the medium of 
satellite television. Their study confirms the idea that the students who used 
language learning strategies more often performed better in the course. As this kind
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of setting is more connected with vision (watching a teacher on a screen) and hearing 
(communication with a Japanese instructor on the phone), the authors decided to 
investigate sensory dimension of learning styles as more relevant to the study. It was 
noted in the article that mass media, such as movies and computers, usually help 
develop visual learners. That’s why auditory, and especially kinesthetic, students 
usually constitute the minority of any classroom. The study showed that the border 
between learning styles isn’t always clear-cut; 38% of the students were a 
“combination” style. However, it was confirmed that visual learners constituted 40% 
of the class whereas auditory and kinesthetic were 12% and 10% respectively.
Despite the fact that auditory learners were more motivated, visual learners did better 
on the Japanese achievement test. Interestingly, according to the results, sensory 
(perceptual) learning style didn’t affect the choice of learning strategies, among 
which metacognitive and cognitive strategies turned out to be the most preferred 
ones.
Vocabulary Knowledge and Studies Related to Vocabulary Knowledge
Vocabulary is one of the major components of language necessary for developing 
the 4 main skills: reading, writing, listening, and speaking. Needless to say, 
possession of good vocabulary knowledge is necessary to be successful in social, 
professional and intellectual life in one’s native language, let alone a second or 
foreign language. Besides, learning a foreign or second language is basically 
learning vocabulary of that language. But students differ in their abilities to 
memorize or produce words in speech.
Researchers argue that vocabulary teaching and learning were not paid much 
attention to throughout the development of methodology of teaching foreign
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languages as a whole (Richards & Lockhart, 1996; Zimmerman, 1997). 
Nevertheless, despite overt neglect for a long period of time, vocabulary teaching 
benefited from different fields of study in the last 15 years (Carter & McCarthy, 
1988). Theoretical findings in the linguistic study of lexicon, psycholinguistic 
studies about mental lexicon, learner-centred communicative approach and 
developments in computers contributed to development of vocabulary teaching. 
However, a really lacking point is what happens in classrooms when vocabulary 
appear (Coady, 1997). Teachers still do not pay enough attention to teaching 
vocabulary, focusing mainly on grammar or pronunciation.
Therefore, it is important to know what helps successful learners and hinders the 
language learning of unsuccessful learners and whether it is connected with students’ 
learning styles and learning strategies.
With the help of the communicative approach movement, many methods and 
techniques appeared to help students memorize and retain vocabulary. Besides, as 
was mentioned above, studies in vocabulary contributed to the development of 
interest in learners’ vocabulary acquisition. Learners employ various techniques to 
memorize and retain necessary words, (eg. making linkages or creating images of the 
words in their minds). Teachers also contribute to the development of the students’ 
memory by using pictures, tapes or discussions, for instance. It is possible to train 
students to use visual imagery to learn vocabulary; however, it may turn out to be 
more successful for visual learners and much less successful for auditory or 
kinesthetic ones (Rees-Miller, 1993).
Researchers have not extensively investigated vocabulary strategies. However, 
Wen and Johnson (1997) investigated 16 learner variables that might have an impact
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on students’ foreign language achievement. The results of the study showed that 6 
variables had a direct effect on foreign language achievement. Gender, LI and L2 
proficiency and strategies related to vocabulary learning were among them.
Four vocabulary learning strategies were the parts of the Vocabulary strategy 
variable. They were: (1) memorizing the words in prescribed reading; (2) 
memorizing words in self-initiated reading; (3) consulting a dictionary to find out 
information about the collocations of a new word and the various meanings of the 
word together with example sentences; (4) specific techniques for memorizing new 
words.
Poor and successful students used the (memorizing the words in prescribed 
reading) and the 4*'’ (specific techniques for memorizing words) types of vocabulary 
strategies equally. As for self-initiated reading, low achievers reported that they paid 
less attention to new vocabulary. Low achievers and high achievers revealed 
difference in the ways they worked with dictionaries. Though both low and high 
achievers used them frequently, high achievers tended to make decisions about 
whether there was necessity to look up a word in a dictionary and whether the 
information in the dictionary was relevant or not. Management (metacognitive) 
strategies had the strongest indirect effect on foreign language achievement among 
the 242 Chinese second-year university students.
However, in spite of the interest in learning strategies and vocabulary raised 
during the past decade, there is a lack of information on where they actually cross. 
One of the problems in this area, according to Schmitt (1997), is that researchers 
touched upon some specific vocabulary strategies, while the research should have
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examined them as a whole. However, several conclusions can be drawn out of the 
studies that already exist in the field.
First of all, many students usually report using more strategies to learn vocabulary 
than in any other learning activity because they consider learning vocabulary the 
most important part of foreign language learning. Second, mechanical strategies like 
repetition and memorizing words were more popular than the strategies which 
involved more active mental efforts like Keyword (Linkword) method, inferencing or 
imagery (Schmitt, 1997).
We can not change learners’ personalities, but we can show them the ways that 
will suit them better in learning so we can facilitate language learning. As Ely and 
Pease-Alvarez (1996) state, teachers should know about learning styles to help 
students see their own uniqueness and because knowledge about learning strategies 
will help them reveal students’ learning potential. Moreover, Ellis (1994) pointed 
out that learning strategies tend to change as learners become more advanced, 
successful learners use more strategies than less successful ones and, besides, 
different strategies contribute to different aspects of language learning. So, knowing 
which strategy each learner type uses to learn vocabulary, teachers can provide their 
students with the proper strategies to facilitate their learning and, having supplied 
them with necessary knowledge about their styles and strategies, may help them 
become autonomous learners.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This study aimed to investigate the relationship between students’ learning styles, 
learning strategies and English language vocabulary size. Four testing instruments 
were used to collect the data. They were The Background Questionnaire, Perceptual 
Learning Style Preference Questionnaire, Strategy Inventory for Language Learning 
(SILL) and I. S. P. Nation’s Revised 2000 Word Level and University Word Level 
Vocabulary Tests. The level of the students was selected according to the level of 
language competence needed for answering the questions without having problems 
in understanding. I will describe the participants of the study and the instruments 
that were used to collect the data.
Participants
There were 57 participants in the study: 47 second-year students from English and 
American Literature Department, Bilkent University, Turkey and 10 second-year 
students from Foreign Philology Department, Ferghana State University, Uzbekistan, 
in total, 11 males and 46 females. The students’ age ranged from 19 to 31 and they 
had been studying English for a minimum 2 and a maximum of 19 years. Only 13 
out of 57 of the participants were bilingual. Turkish bilingual students knew either 
English or German in addition to the Turkish language. Uzbek students at the same 
time knew Russian, Tatar, Korean or Uzbek in addition to their native languages.
The questionnaires were distributed in the Foreign Philology Department, 
Ferghana State University at the end of March and in the American and English 
Literature Departments, Bilkent University, in the middle of April. The total time 
needed for filling in the questionnaires was about 50 minutes.
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Testing Instmments
The Background Questionnaire
To obtain bio-data concerning subjects, I chose to give The Background 
Questionnaire by Oxford (1990) to the participants of the study. This kind of 
information is sometimes needed in interpreting the results of a study to trace 
possible consequences of the obtained outcome. Oxford (1990) suggests giving the 
questionnaire before the SILL and says that it takes 10 minutes to administer it. 
Since I thought that if participants gave their names in the questionnaire, it would 
increase their anxiety and skew the results, so I decided to exclude the question 
asking for a student’s name. Also, I didn’t want to ask students to evaluate their 
overall proficiency in comparison with both peers and native speakers because I 
wasn’t sure that they could be objective. Another question, concerning a student’s 
favourite experience in language learning was excluded because I didn’t need this 
information in my study.
Perceptual Learning Style Preference Questionnaire
To identify perceptual learning style preferences, the Perceptual Learning Style 
Questionnaire was used. According to Reid (1987), the Perceptual Learning Style 
Preference Questionnaire was developed “on the basis of existing learning style 
instruments with modifications suggested by non-native speakers of English (NNS) 
and U.S. consultants in the fields of linguistics, education and cross-cultural studies” 
(p. 92). Initially, it was sent to 43 US university-affiliated programs, whose faculties 
were willing to administer the survey. The questionnaires (received back from 39 
out of 43 universities) were statistically analyzed. Results showed that the
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participants were high intermediate and advanced students from 98 countries, 29 
major fields of study and 52 language backgrounds (Reid, 1987).
The questionnaire contains 30 statements, which aim to measure students’ 
preferences for six learning styles; visual, auditory, kinesthetic, tactile, group and 
individual learning (see Appendix B). Preference is divided into three main 
categories: major, minor and negative.
The reason that I selected this questionnaire for this study is that Reid (1987) 
claims that it was constructed and validated for NNSs and it has been used in other 
studies as well.
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL). Version for Speakers of Other 
Languages Learning English (Version 7.0)
Language learning strategies can be assessed by a variety of different methods like 
diaries, think-aloud protocols, interviews, note-taking, observations or questionnaires 
(Oxford, 1990). But the most reliable way to reveal students’ learning strategies is 
using SILL, which was developed by Oxford (1990) to discover the variety of 
students’ language learning strategies (see Appendix C). It is a self-report 
questionnaire, consisting of 50 statements designed to identify 6 learning strategies; 
cognitive, metacognitive, memory, and affective, compensatory and social strategies 
and therefore consisting of six sections:
• Part A Memory strategies (Remembering more effectively)
• Part B Cognitive (Using mental processes)
• Part C Compensation (Compensating for missing knowledge)
• Part D Metacognitive (Organizing and evaluating learning)
• Part E Affective (Managing emotions)
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• Part F Social (Learning with others)
Students were required to respond to 50 statements indicating the answer on a 5- 
point scale (from never or almost never true o f me to always or almost always true o f 
me). Then their answers were calculated according to the steps provided by Oxford 
(1990), namely, the points for the answers were summed up for each column and 
average for each part and the overall average were calculated. These should be 
within the range of 1.0 to 5.0. The average for each part showed which set of 
strategies was more favoured by a student. The overall average showed how 
frequently a student uses language learning strategies in general.
As it has been widely used by many researchers, its validity and reliability have 
been confirmed through various studies (Grainger, 1997; Green & Oxford, 1996; 
Oxford & Green, 1995; Oxford, et al., 1993; Park, 1997).
Revised 2000 Word Level and University Word Level Vocabulary Tests 
Meara (1996) states that without valid and reliable tests of vocabulary knowledge, 
a number of practical and theoretical problems appear: defining the percentage of 
words known by a learner at a certain frequency level, the relationship between 
frequency and factors which contribute to item difficulty and students’ rate for 
acquiring lexical items. The only test which is close to being a standard test in 
vocabulary is Nation’s Vocabulary Levels Test (cited in Beglar & Hunt, 1999).
Therefore, to measure students’ English language vocabulary size, the revised 
versions of I. S. P. Nation’s 2000 Word Level and University Level Vocabulary 
Tests were used (see Appendix D). These tests have been revised by Beglar and 
Hunt (1999) and new revised forms of the tests were analyzed by them using
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classical and Rasch item analyses. Results showed that the tests proved to be reliable 
(a -  .84- .95).
They claim that Nation’s Vocabulary Levels Test is not supposed to measure 
students’ deep knowledge of vocabulary (collocations, lexico-grammatical patterns, 
associations, etc.) rather it helps to estimate students’ basic vocabulary knowledge 
within a certain Word Level. According to Läufer (1992), “these two tests combined 
to provide a particularly useful measure for learners with academic reading goals, 
since approximately 2800 words cover an essential minimum vocabulary for reading 
comprehension at the university level” (cited in Beglar & Hunt, 1999, p. 133). Since 
the participants were university students, I thought it would be legitimate to use these 
two tests to measure their vocabulary size.
Procedure
The participants had to first fill out the Background Questionnaire first. It helped 
me to acquire some information about their gender, age, years of studying English 
and whether they were bilingual or not. I expected to get enough information to see 
whether there could be any other factors that could influence students' vocabulary 
knowledge.
Then, they completed the Perceptual Learning Style Preference Questionnaire, 
which was supposed to find out which perceptual learning styles were preferred by 
the students. It consisted of 30 statements. To show their preference, the 
participants were supposed to tick or put a cross in one of the five cells for each 
statement of the questionnaire. They were to indicate their preference according to 
a 5-point Likert scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Each of six clusters, 
with five questions in each, represented a certain learning style preference. Their
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answers were at first added up according to the following scale: strongly disagree- 
1, disagree-2, undecided-3, agree-4, strongly agree-5, and the sum for each cluster 
was multiplied by 2 according to the instructions provided by Reid (1987). Total 
scores varied within the range between 0- 50 for each section. The range from 36 
to 50 indicated major learning style preference, from 25 to 35 minor learning style 
preference and from 0 to 24 was negligible.
Students then responded to the 50 statements of the SILL to identify which 
strategies each of them used more or less frequently. They were supposed to give 
answers to the statements using a 5-pont Likert scale from never or almost never true 
o f me to always or almost always true o f me. The SILL comprises of six parts, which 
represent six learning strategies. The answers were added up and the averages of the 
sums for each part and of the total were calculated. The overall range of averages 
was from 0 to 5. The average from 3.5 to 5 showed high, from 2.5 to 3.5 medium 
and from 0 to 2.5 low frequency use of a strategy. The total average score was 
supposed to measure the frequency of use of all strategies.
The Revised Versions of I. S. P. Nation’s 2000 Word Level and University Word 
Level Tests were given to measure the participants’ English language vocabulary 
size after the SILL. Each test consisted of 27 definitions to which students were 
supposed to find the right word. The students got one point for each correct answer. 
Therefore, the maximum possible score a student could get was 27 points for each 
test and 54 for both of them.
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
Introduction
The study purported to investigate the relationship between learning styles, 
learning strategies and vocabulary size. To do this, Perceptual Learning Style 
Preference Questionnaire, SILL and 2000 Word Level and University Word Level 
Tests were used.
SPSS program was used in the data analysis. All the data obtained with the help 
of the above-mentioned testing instruments were analyzed by means of frequencies, 
Pearson Product Moment correlation and chi-square.
Learning Styles
At first, means were calculated to identify which learning style group was the 
biggest. The results are presented in Table 3.
Table 3
Learning Style Preferences
Learning style n Percentage
Kinesthetic 45 78.9
Visual 41 71.9
Auditory 40 70.2
Tactile 40 70.2
Individual 35 61.4
Group 24 42.1
Note. n= Number of participants
Out of 57 participants, 45 students (78.9%) turned out to be kinesthetic and 
41 were visual learners (71.9%). 40 auditory and 40 tactile learners constituted
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70.2% of the whole group. Individual learning style group, consisting of 35 
students (61.4%) was followed by 24 group learners (42.1%). Most of the 
participants reported to have multiple major perceptual learning style 
preferences, that is why the percentages add up to more than 100%.
These results are consistent with the study done by Reid (1987). Kinesthetic 
learning was a major learning style preference whereas group learning was 
negligible among the students. However, the second preferred learning style 
was reported as auditory learning style, whereas in this study visual was the 
second preferred learning style among the participants.
Chi-square was run to see whether there were any significant differences in 
the frequency of the learning style preferences among students. However, as 
Table 4 shows, the differences in preferences among them were not statistically 
significant.
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Table 4
Chi-Square Test. Perceptual Learning Style Preferences
Learning styles Observed Expected
Visual 41 37.5
Auditory 40 37.5
Kinesthetic 45 37.5
Tactile 40 37.5
Group 24 37.5
Individual 35 37.5
Total 225
chi-square 7.187
df 5
Asymp.Sig .207
Language Learning Strategies
To analyze the data about language learning strategies, at first means were 
calculated. The average of overall frequency of strategy use by the students turned 
out to be 3.22, which falls under the category of medium frequency.
To see whether there was any difference in strategy choice among the students, chi- 
square was used. The participants reported that the three most popular strategies 
were compensation, metacognitive and cognitive. The least preferred turned out to 
be memory strategy. The results also showed that the difference in choice of 
strategies utilized by the participants was statistically significant; that is the 
difference between the most preferred and the least preferred strategy was 
meaningful.
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Chi-Square Test. Language Learning Strategies
Table 5
Language learning strategies Observed Expected
Memory strategy 10 22.7
Cognitive strategy 27 22.7
Compensation strategy 34 22.7
Metacognitive strategy 31 22.7
Affective strategy 12 22.7
Social strategy 22 22.7
Total number of strategy use 136
chi-square
df
Asymp.Sig
21. 676 
5
.001
The discrepancy in number between total number of learning style preferences 
(225), learning strategies (136) and the number of participants (57) is because of the 
fact that most of the students were of a "combination" style rather than one particular 
style. And most of them reported frequently using more than two strategies.
The Relationship Between Learning Styles and Language Learning Strategies 
Pearson Product Moment correlation analysis was used to reveal if there were any 
correlations between the participants’ learning styles and the use of language 
learning strategies.
As one can see in the Table 6, some strategies correlated significantly with certain 
learning styles.
40
Correlation Between Learning Styles and Language Learning Strategies
Table 6
Visual Auditory Kinesthetic Tactile Group Individual
Memory strategy .13 .20 .14 .28* .30 .12
Cognitive strategy .07 .09 .03 -.08 .10 -.03
Compensation strategy -.08 .22 .19 .13 .07 -.02
Metacognitive strategy .09 .06 .21 .24 -.11
Affective strategy .16 -.08 -.25 .22 .20 -.03
Social strategy .08 -.13 -.07 .03 .32* -.20
Note. ** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at tlie .05 level (2-tailed)
Significant correlation was found between memory strategy and tactile learning 
style (r = .28, p < .05). It may mean that students who possess this kind of learning 
style tend to use more memory strategy, which encompasses use of imagery, 
linkword method or placing new words into a context.
Also, group learning style correlated with social strategies (r = .32, p < .05).
Social strategies (for example, cooperating with peers to learn better or asking 
questions for clarification) serve to help students interact with each other or a teacher 
and group learners prefer learning this way. Furthermore, metacognitive strategies 
also correlated positively with group learning style (r = .40, p < .01). It means that 
group style learners considered it to be important to use more metacognitive 
strategies. That might be because learning in groups, students are provided with 
more opportunities as seeking practice, self-monitoring and identifying the aim of a 
particular task in their learning.
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The Relationship Between Learning Styles and English Language Vocabulary Size 
One of the research questions was about the relationship between the participants’ 
learning styles and English language vocabulary size. Pearson Product Moment 
correlation was used to answer this question. The results can be seen in Table 7. 
Table 7
and Learning Stvles
2000 WLT “ UWLT'’ Total score
Visual -.29* -.34* -.32*
Auditory .04 -.04 -.04
Kinesthetic -.13 .19 .14
Tactile -.05 .17 .07
Group -.03 .10 .07
Individual -.20 -.29* -.31*
Note. * Correlation is significant at tlie .05 level (2-tailed)
“ 2000 Word Level Test 
University Word Level Test
As one can see in Table 7, visual learning style correlated significantly negatively 
with the results of the 2000 Word Level Test (r = -.29, p < .05), University Word 
Level Test (r = -.34, p < .05) and the total scores of both tests 
(r = -.32,p< .05). Furthermore, individual learning style also correlated negatively 
with UWLT (r = -29, p < .05) and the total score of the both tests (r = -.31, p < .05). 
The results suggest that visual and individual learners did worse on the tests. The 
effect of other learning style preferences on the results of the vocabulary tests was 
not significant.
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The Relationship Between Language Learning Strategies and English Language 
Vocabulary Size
In order to answer the second research question, which was about the relationship 
between language learning strategies and English language vocabulary size, again 
Pearson Product Moment correlation was used. The results are presented in Table 8. 
Table 8
Correlation Between 2000 Word Level and University Level Tests 
and Language Learning Strategies
Language learning strategies 2000 WLT “ UWLT'’ Total score
Memory strategy .01 -.08 -.03
Cognitive strategy .00 .01 .05
Compensation strategy .11 .12 .11
Metacognitive strategy -.06 -.04 -.03
Affective strategy -.34** -.30* -.29*
Social strategy .09 .04 .13
Total score of strategy use -.06 -.06 -.01
Note. ** Correlation is significant at tlie .01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
“ 2000 Word Level Test 
University Word Level Test
Significant but negative correlations were discovered between affective learning 
strategy and the 2000 WLT (r = -.34, p < .01), UWLT (r = -.30, p < .05) and the total 
score for both tests (r = -.29, p < .05). It means that the more affective strategies 
students use (e.g., lowers anxiety, tries to relax, etc), the less well they did on the 
test. This makes sense because when a student tries to relax, generally, concentration 
on the test gets weaker and attention is being distracted.
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Thus, according to the findings, the use of strategies did not affect or influence 
directly the scores students had gotten on the test.
Learning Styles and the Most and the Least Preferred Language Learning Strategies.
To see whether there was a difference in preference for one or another strategy by 
learning styles group, frequencies were run. Having calculated frequencies, it was 
possible to identify that learning strategies were the most and the least favoured by a 
particular learning style group. The results are presented in Table 9.
Table 9
Learning Style and the Most and Least Preferred Language Learning Strategies
Learning
styles
The most preferred 
strategy
n The least preferred 
strategy
n
Visual Metacognitive 23 Memory 6
Auditory Compensation 26 Memory 9
Kinesthetic Compensation 28 Memory 8
Tactile Compensation 24 Memory 8
Group Metacognitive 18 Memory 3
Individual Compensation 18 Affective
Memory
8
Note. n= Number of participants
Compensation strategy was the most preferred by the auditory, kinesthetic, tactile 
and individual learning styles, whereas the visual and group learning styles favoured 
metacognitive strategy more. All learning styles indicated memory strategy as the 
least preferred. Furthermore, for individual learning style, affective strategy was 
among the least frequently used.
There was a relative unity in preferences for strategies by learning style groups. 
For example, the auditory, tactile, kinesthetic and individual learning style groups
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reported compensation strategy as the most preferred one, whereas visual and group 
learners preferred the metacognitive strategy the most. The least preferred strategy 
turned out to be memory strategy for all groups.
Difference in Learning Style Preferences among Good and Poor Learners 
To see whether there were any difference among good and poor learners in terms 
of preference in learning, further calculations were conducted. At first, a median 
split-halves method was used to divide students into good (n = 31) and poor (n = 26) 
ones. Then frequencies were run again. Means were used as cutting-points to 
indicate the preference. The mean from 24 to 35 were supposed to indicate minor 
preference and from 36 to 50 stood for major preference. None of the learning style 
preferences turned out to be negligible.
Some differences were found in learning styles between good and poor 
vocabulary learners (see Table 10).
Table 10
Difference in Learning Style Preferences among Good and Poor Learners
Good learners (n = 31) Poor learners (n = 26)
Learning styles Mean Preference Learning styles Mean Preference
Kinesthetic 41.30 Major Visual 39.53 Major
Tactile 37.87 Major Kinesthetic 39.00 Major
Auditory 37.35 Major Individual 38.70 Major
Visual 36.06 Major Auditory 38.30 Major
Individual 34.38 Minor Tactile 36.61 Major
Group 33.09 Minor Group 33.23 Minor
Note. n= Number of participants
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Kinesthetic, tactile, auditory and visual were major preferences for both good and 
poor vocabulary learners. For good learners, kinesthetic, tactile, auditory and visual 
were among the major preferences whereas individual and group were reported as 
minor ones. As for poor students, visual, kinesthetic, individual, auditory and tactile 
learning styles were among major and only group learning style has a lesser mean, 
indicating minor preference.
Another difference between good and poor vocabulary learners was the order of 
their preferences. For example, kinesthetic learning style turned out to be the first 
preferred among good students, which means that most of the good students were 
kinesthetic. However, it was the second preferred among poor learners. So, a 
significant number of poor vocabulary learners were kinesthetic too. Visual learners 
constituted the majority of poor students whereas visual learning style was the fourth 
preferred by good vocabulary learners. As mentioned before group learning style 
was the least preferred style in both groups. Another major difference between the 
two groups concerns individual learning style preference, which was major for poor 
and minor for good vocabulary learners.
Also, there were four major and two minor preferences among good vocabulary 
learners but five major and one minor preferences among poor vocabulary learners.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION
This study attempted to investigate the relationship between three different 
variables: students’ learning styles, language learning strategies and English 
language vocabulary size. A number of research projects have been done to see 
the relationship between learning style preferences and language learning 
strategies. However, this study involves English language vocabulary size and it 
intended to trace the relationship between the three.
There were 57 participants in the study: 47 second year students from the 
English and American Literature Department, Bilkent University, Turkey and 10 
second year students from Foreign Philology Department, Ferghana State 
University, Uzbekistan. 11 of them were males and 46 were females. The 
students’ age ranged from 19 to 31. The minimal period of English language 
learning experience was reported to be 2 years, whereas maximum period was 19 
years. Only 13 out of 57 of the participants were bilingual. Turkish bilingual 
students knew either English or German in addition to the Turkish language. 
Uzbek students at the same time knew Russian, Tartar, Korean or Uzbek except 
for their native languages.
The participants filled out The Background Questionnaire, Perceptual 
Learning Style Preference Questionnaire, Strategy Inventory for Language 
Learning (SILL), Revised I. S. P. Nation’s 2000 Word Level and University 
Word Level Vocabulary Tests.
The Background Questionnaire was used to collect bio-data information. 
Questions 1, 9 and 10 were excluded as irrelevant and time-consuming. The 
Perceptual Learning Style Preference Questionnaire was used to identify the
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participants’ perceptual learning style preferences. It was comprised of 30 
statements and students were supposed to indicate their preferences according to 
a 5-point Likert scale from strongly agree (5) to strongly disagree (1). The 
preferences were supposed to be either major (36-50), or minor (25-35) or 
negligible (0-24).
The participants’ language learning strategies were identified with the help of 
SILL. They were to respond to 50 statements of this questionnaire using a 5- 
point Likert scale from never or almost never true o f me to always or almost 
always true o f me. The average of scores from 3.5 to 5 represented high, from 
2.5 to 3.5 medium and from 0 to 2.5 low frequency of strategy use.
In order to measure the participants’ vocabulary size. Revised Versions of I.
S. P. Nation’s 2000 Word Level and University Level Tests were used. Each of 
them contained 27 definitions and students were supposed to select the correct 
definition to every word.
All the data were analyzed by means of statistical techniques such as 
frequencies, means, chi-square and Pearson Product Moment correlation.
In the study, kinesthetic and visual learners constituted the most numerous 
group among the participants. Kinesthetic learners turned out to be the majority 
group in Reid’s study (1987) as well. As it was anticipated, the participants 
indicated visual learning style as a major preference. Rossi-Le (1995) discovered 
that older and more proficient language learners preferred learning visually 
because the more students are exposed to the written word, the more comfortable 
they feel learning visually (cited in Oxford and Anderson, 1995).
48
Individual and group learning styles were the least preferred among them. 
The reason that all the percentages don’t add up to 100% is that most of the 
participants were a “combination” style; that is they reported multiple major 
learning style preferences. It means that they felt equally comfortable learning 
via two or more perceptual learning style preferences.
The first research question was about the relationship between the 
participants’ learning style and English language vocabulary size. The results 
showed a negative correlation between visual and individual learning style 
preferences and the results of the tests. This result was unexpected. It was 
anticipated that learners who have these preferences would do better. However, 
the results of this study imply that visual and individual learners are not so good 
at vocabulary learning.
The second research question, which was about the relationship between 
language learning strategies and English language vocabulary size was also 
answered. It was found that only affective strategy had a significantly negative 
effect on vocabulary tests results. Affective strategy is used to relax, to lower 
anxiety and encourage oneself, but at the same time it distracts attention and 
concentration, which may explain students’ failure on the vocabulary tests.
The study intended to investigate whether there were particular language 
learning strategies, which were among the most and least preferred by one or 
another learning style group. The three most preferred language learning 
strategies turned out to be compensation, metacognitive and cognitive.
Auditory, kinesthetic, tactile and individual learners reported using compensation 
strategy more frequently than other strategies.
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At the same time, visual and group learners favoured metacognitive strategy.
As it’s impossible to learn everything, it seems natural that students try to 
compensate for gaps in knowledge using guessing, cognates or synonyms, similar 
to the situations when a person tries to find a way out in a difficult situation. As 
for metacognitive and cognitive strategies, I believe they are important because 
students should know which strategy, when and for which purposes they use one 
or another strategy, if they choose to use it in a learning situation. In other 
words, the “quality” of the strategies rather than the “quantity” is more important 
in learning.
Memory strategy was preferred the least by all learning style groups. In my 
understanding, memory strategy turned out to be among the least preferred 
because teachers do not usually teach students such helpful vocabulary learning 
techniques as semantic mapping, using imagery and keywords or placing new 
words into a context (Oxford, 1990; Nation, 1993). Research supports the 
findings of the study in terms of strategy choice (e.g., Kaya, 1995; Oxford, et al., 
1993; Park, 1997).
Park (1997) reported in his study that metacognitive, cognitive and memory 
strategies were the most favourite among the students. The findings from the 
research done by Oxford, et al. (1993) showed that metacognitive and cognitive 
strategies were among the two top preferred by the participants of their study. In 
the study done by Grainger (1997) the most preferred strategy among Asian 
students was compensation strategy, whereas students of English-speaking 
background preferred social and metacognitive strategies. As for European 
background students, they favoured social and metacognitive strategies rather
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than compensation strategies. Asian background students reported memory 
strategy as the least preferred, whereas for the English-speaking and European 
background learners, affective strategies were less preferred. One of the findings 
of the study was that the students of all three backgrounds used the strategies 
equally frequently, therefore their ethnicity didn’t affect the frequency of strategy 
use.
Finally, in this study, it was found that kinesthetic learners constituted the 
majority of good learners whereas visual learners made up the majority among 
poor vocabulary learners. Fardouly (1998) states that adults learn more 
successfully when there is an experiential component in learning. To put it 
simply, they learn by doing. Therefore, the results can be interpreted to mean 
that to succeed in learning, in my study, in learning vocabulary, students need to 
practice rather than simply hear or see new words.
Interestingly, group learners were the smallest groups for both good and poor 
learners. My assumption is that the educational system encourages individual 
learning more than learning in groups.
Pedagogical Implications
The results of the study showed that the vocabulary tests results and 
participants’ individual learning style preference correlated negatively. As 
mentioned before, this result was not expected and, hence, very hard to interpret 
because EFL learners mostly learn vocabulary through reading and working with 
dictionaries, which are individualized activities. However, this study suggests 
that those students who have individual learning style as their main preference 
may not be that successful in learning vocabulary. It makes sense because
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perhaps what plays a more important role in learning vocabulary is working in 
groups rather than working individually. Working in cooperation with their 
peers, students, can both listen to new words and at the same time practice them 
answering the questions. Erikson (1963), one of the founders of humanistic 
approaches in psychology, also talks about the importance of cooperation while 
learning. He believes that learning in a group helps handle with the sense of 
inferiority, which emerges when a student’s learning experiences turn out to be 
failures most of the time due to the competition-oriented “individualized” system 
of education (cited in Williams & Burden, 1997, p. 31). Bailey, et al. (1999) 
also found that students who preferred to study individually were more prone to 
have foreign language anxiety. Thus, one of the implications for classroom 
teaching can be the encouragement of learning in groups rather than individual 
learning, for instance, group projects. For the students with an individual 
learning style preference think-pair-share technique (when students work in 
pairs) may be helpful.
Another issue that I would like to touch upon is the memory strategy. As the 
results showed memory strategy was the least frequently used strategy among all 
perceptual learning style preference groups. It might be due to the fact, that those 
techniques require more effort in comparison with other strategies. For example, 
it seems easier to learn something just be means of simple repetition rather than 
using imagery or via semantic mapping. I would suggest that teachers pay more 
attention to teaching those techniques like the keyword method, visualization, 
grouping, connecting words into word or narrative chains and so on. They can be 
of help to students even in their future life.
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Another important point is that good students, among whom kinesthetic, 
tactile and auditory are majority, prefer using compensation strategies. It might 
mean that this strategy is important for language learning as it contains 
experiential components, for example, using mime, gestures, coining words, 
using cognates, linguistic clues or guessing (Oxford, 1990), which perhaps 
promotes more effective learning. Therefore, in my opinion, it’s important to 
make classrooms more student-oriented rather than teacher-oriented. Namely, 
students need more practice in learning rather than listening to lectures or seeing 
teacher’s explanations on a blackboard.
Limitations and Implications for Future Research 
There were some limitations in the study. First of all, in the process of 
analyzing the data, I realized that the SILL cannot measure the participants’ 
vocabulary strategy use, but rather measures their language learning strategies in 
general. Despite the fact that the SILL was one of the most widely used 
instruments to measure language learning strategy use, language learning 
strategies are very difficult to measure using only one questionnaire. Also, the 
SILL does not provide enough information about language learning strategies 
related to one particular task (Grainger, 1997). Therefore, the SILL does not 
measure the ways the participants learn vocabulary but rather the ways in which 
they approach language learning in general.
There was also a problem with Reid’s Learning Style Preference 
Questionnaire. She defined perceptual learning styles as students’ sensory 
preferences in learning. However, I am not sure that it has anything to do with 
learning individually or in groups. Besides, most of the students had more than
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two preferences, some indicating preferences for all six perceptual learning 
styles. Therefore, in my opinion, the questionnaire has flaws.
Another problem appeared when I started analyzing the participants’ tests 
answers. Question 12 in Revised University Word Level Test (see Appendix D), 
turned out to be ambiguous for them. In the answer sheet provided by Burglar 
and Hunt (1999), the answer for the question 12 in University Word Level Test 
(see Appendix D, p. 69) was reported to be the word volume. However, all 
students chose the word section, which in fact makes more sense.
The study offers some more problems that can be investigated fiarther. One 
of them is a lack of a questionnaire for investigation vocabulary strategies. As 
vocabulary is essential part of language learning, teachers should know which 
particular vocabulary strategies are more preferred by any of learning styles. 
Also, other factors that help students expand their vocabulary knowledge can be 
examined.
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APPENDICES 
Appendix A
Background Questionnaire
1. Date
2. Age
3. Sex
4. Native country
5. Mother language
6. Language(s) you speak at home
7. Language you are now learning (or have most recently learned).
8. How long have you been studying English?
9. How important is it for you to become proficient in English? (Circle one)
Very important Important Not so important
10. Why do you want to learn English? (Check all that apply)
Because
___ I am interested in the language
___ I am interested in the culture
___I have friends who speak the language
___ I am required to take a language course to graduate
___I need it for my future career
___I need it for travel
___other (list):
11. Do you enjoy language learning? (Circle one)
Yes No
12. What other languages have you studied?
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Appendix B
Perceptual Learning Style Preference Questionnaire 
Directions: People learn in many different ways. For example, some people learn
primarily with their eyes (visual learners) or with their ears (auditory learners); some
people prefer to learn by experience and/or by “hands-on” tasks (kinesthetic or
tactile); some people learn better when they work alone, while others prefer to learn
in groups. This questionnaire has been designed to help you identify the way (s) you
learn best -the way (s) you prefer to learn.
Read each statement on the following page. Please respond to the statements AS 
THEY APPLY TO YOUR STUDY OF ENGLISH. Decide whether you agree or 
disagree with each statement. For example, if you strongly agree mark one of these:
Strongly agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Please respond to each statement, without too much thought. Try not to change your 
responses after you chose them. Please use a pen to mark your choices.
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SA A U D SD
1. When the teacher tells me the instructions, I understand better
2 .1 prefer to learn by doing something in class
3 .1 get more work done when I work with the others
4 .1 learn more when I study with a group
5. In class I learn best when I work with others
6 .1 learn better by reading what the teacher writes on the blackboard
7. When someone tells me hoe to do something in class I learn better
8. When I do things in class I learn better
9 .1 remember things Fve heard in class better than things I’ve read
10. When I read instructions, I remember them better
11.1 learn more when I can make a model of something
12.1 understand better when I read instructions
13. When I study alone, I remember things better
14.1 learn more when I make something for a class project
15.1 enjoy learning in class by doing experiments
16.1 learn better when I make drawings as I study
17.1 learn better in class when a teacher gives a lecture
18. When I work alone, I learn better
19.1 understand things better in class when I participate in role playing
20.1 learn better when I listen to someone
21.1 enjoy working on an assignment with 2 or 3 classmates
22. When I build something I remember what I’ve learned better
23 .1 prefer to study with others
24.1 learn better by reading
25 .1 enjoy making something for a class project
26 .1 learn best in class when I can participate in related activities
27. In class I learn better when I work alone
28.1 prefer working on projects by myself
29 .1 learn more by reading textbooks than by listening to lectures
30.1 prefer to work by myself
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Appendix C
Strategy Inventory fo r Language Learning (SILL). Version fo r Speakers o f Other 
Languages Learning English (Version 7.0).
Read the item and choose a response (1 through 5) and write it in the space after the 
item while giving responses to the Parts A, B, C, D, E, F given below.
1. Never or almost never true of me
2. Usually not true of me
3. Somewhat true of me
4. Usually true of me
5. Always or almost always true of me
Part A.
1. I think of relationships between what I already know and new things I learn in
English _______
2. I use new English words in a sentence so I can remember them_______
3. I connect the sound of a new English word and an image or picture of the word to
help me remember the word_______
4. I remember a new English by making a mental picture of a situation in which the
word might be used_______
5. I use rhymes to remember new English words_______
6. I use flashcards to remember new English words_______
7. I physically act out new English words_______
8. I review English lessons often_______
9. I remember new English words or phrases by remembering their location on the
page, on the board, or on a street sign_______
PartB
10. I say or write new English word several times_______
11. I try to talk like native English speakers________
12. I practice the sounds of English_______
13. I use the English words I know in different ways_______
14. I start conversations in English____ __
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15. I watch English language TV shows spoken in English or go to movies spoken in
English_______
16. I read for pleasure in English_______
17. I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English_______
18. I first skim an English passage (read over the passage quickly) then go back and
read carefully_______
19. I look for words in my own language that are similar to new words in English
20. I try to find patterns in English_______
21. I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts that I understand
22. I try not to translate word-for-word
23. I make summaries of information that I hear or read in English 
Part C
24. To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses____
25. When I can’t think of a word during a conversation in English, I use gestures
26. I make up new words if I don’t know the right ones in English
27. I read English without looking up every new word_______
28. I try to guess what the other person will say next in English__
29. If I can’t think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that means the same
thing_______
Part D
30. I try to find as many ways as I can to use my English_______
31. I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do better
32. I pay attention when someone is speaking English_
33. I try to find out how to be a better learner of English
34. I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to study English
35.1 look for people I can talk to in English_______
36.1 look for opportunities to read as much as possible in English_
37.1 have clear goals for improving my English skills_______
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38.1 think about progress in learning English_______
Part E
39.1 try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English
40 .1 encourage myself to speak English even when I am afraid of making a mistake
41.1 give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English_______
42 .1 notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying or using English_______
43 .1 write down my feelings in a language learning diary_______
44.1 talk to someone else about how I feel when I am learning English_______
PartF
45. If I don’t understand something in English, I ask the other person to slow down 
or say it again_______
46.1 ask English speaker to correct me when I talk_______
47 .1 practice English with other students_______
48.1 ask for help from English speakers_______
49.1 ask questions in English_______
50.1 try to learn about the culture of English_______
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Appendix D
2000 Word Level Test Form
Choose one correct answer from the right column to every definition given in the left 
column. Put the letter of the correct answer (a, b, c, d, e or f) on the blank spaces.
1. loud deep sound a. accident
2. something you must pay b. roar
3. having a high opinion of yourself c. debt
d. pride
e. fortune 
f  thread
4. heat a. pity
5. meat b. temperature
6. money paid regularly for doing a job c. choice
d. salary
e. flesh 
f  secret
7. money for work a. wage
8. a piece of clothing b. coffee
9. using the law in the right way c. disease
d. justice
e. game 
f  skirt
10. part of milk a. copy
11. this moves a car b. deed
12. thing made to be like another c. profit
d. motor
e. cream 
f  event
13. gold and silver a. lack
14. pleasing quality b. shadow
15. not having something c. charm
d. treasure
e. attack 
f  pen
16. get money by working a. limit
17. walk without purpose b. bake
18. keep within a certain size c. earn
d. inquire
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e. wander 
f  recognize
19. make a. jump
20. choose by voting b. manufacture
21. become like water c. threaten
d. blame
e. elect 
f  melt
22. keep away from sight a. apply
23. have a bad effect on something b. surround
24. be on every side c. match
d. invite
e. hide 
f  spoil
25. first a. royal
26. not public b. slow
27. all added together c. original
d. sorry
e. total
f  private
University Word Level Test Form
Choose one correct answer from the right column to every definition given in the left 
column. Put the letter of the correct answers (a, b, c, d, e or f) on the blank spaces.
1. lack a. matrix
2. respect b. deficiency
3. wealth c. specification
d. intersection
e. affluence 
f  prestige
4. shape a. configuration
5. fully grown person or animal b. discourse
6. being balanced c. fossil
d. equilibrium
e. journal 
f  adult
7. general direction a. philosophy
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8 . _plan or drawing
9 . _study of the meaning of life
b. trend
c. factor
d. diagram
e. area
f  carbon
10.
11.
12.
set of beliefs
having a very close relationship 
separate part of something larger
a. intimacy
b. doctrine
c. section
d. focus
e. volume
f  mathematics
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
ability to see
something different from the usual case 
male or female
depend on
judge the worth of
succeed in gaining something
a. relevance
b. benefit
c. fraction
d. sex
e. vision
f  anomaly
a. transfer
b. evaluate
c. sustain
d. rely
e. attain 
f  ignore
19.
20. 
21.
22.
23.
24.
uncover or make known 
print a book or magazine 
take in water or knowledge
limit
change completely
accept as true before there is proof
a. withdraw
b. dissolve
c. concentrate
d. expose
e. absorb 
f  publish
a. invoke
b. restrict
c. prevail
d. construct
e. assume
f  transform
25.
26. 
27.
coming after
least possible amount
existing as a natural part of something
a. fraction
b. minimum
c. discrete
d. legal
e. subsequent 
f  inherent
